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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
V.

SCOTT ALAN MARTIN,
Defendant-Appellant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

NO. 46796-2019
ADA COUNTY NO. CR0l-17-18974

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Nature of the Case
A jury found Scott Martin guilty of possession of methamphetamine and possession of
drug paraphernalia, and the district court sentenced him to a unified term of five years, with one
year fixed. Mr. Martin asserts that, in light of the mitigating factors that exist in this case, his
sentence is excessive.

Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
The State filed a criminal complaint alleging that Mr. Martin committed the crimes of
possession of methamphetamine and possession of drug paraphernalia.
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(R., pp.9-10.)

A

preliminary hearing was held, Mr. Martin was bound over into the district court, and an
Information was filed charging him with the above crimes. (R., pp.21-25, 29-30.) The State also
filed an Information Part II alleging that Mr. Martin was a persistent violator. (R., pp.42-44.) A
jury found Mr. Martin guilty of the possession of methamphetamine and possession of
paraphernalia charges, and Mr. Martin admitted to being a persistent violator.

(R., p.117;

Tr. 1/25/18, p.8, L.22 - p.12, L.25; p.164, Ls.7-12.)
At sentencing, the State asked the district court to impose a unified sentence of 15 years,
with five years fixed (Tr. 2/7/18, p.285, L.20 - p.286, L.3), while Mr. Martin asked the court to
impose an indeterminate sentence of five years (Tr. 2/7 /18, p.292, Ls.1-5). The district court
imposed a unified sentence of five years, with one year fixed. (R., pp.120-23; Tr. 2/7/18, p.300,
Ls.9-13.) After Mr. Martin's appellate rights were restored through post-conviction proceedings,
the district court entered an amended judgment of conviction and Mr. Martin filed a timely
Notice of Appeal. (R., pp.127-34.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed upon Mr. Martin a unified sentence of
five years, with one year fixed, in light of the mitigating factors that exist in this case?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed Upon Mr. Martin A Unified Sentence
Of Five Years, With One Year Fixed, In Light Of The Mitigating Factors That Exist In This
Case
Mr. Martin asserts that, given any view of the facts, his unified sentence of five years,
with one year fixed, is excessive. Where a defendant contends that the sentencing court imposed
an excessively harsh sentence, the appellate court will conduct an independent review of the
record giving consideration to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender, and the
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protection of the public interest. The governing criteria or objectives of criminal punishment are:
(1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of the individual and the public generally; (3) the
possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment or retribution for wrongdoing.
As the district court recognized, this case involved Mr. Martin possessing a small amount
of methamphetamine. (Tr. 2/7/18, p.300, Ls.5-8.) Mr. Martin told the district court that he was
an addict and "I don't deserve nothing." (Tr. 2/7/18, p.295, L.18 - p.296, L.5.) However,
despite his addiction and despite the fact that he had gone to prison in the past because of his
addiction, Mr. Martin has not given up on trying to become a better person, as demonstrated by
the fact that he asked to participate in, and was accepted into a demanding treatment program run
by a local pastor. (Tr. 2/7/18, p.295, L.18 - p.299, L.13.) Mr. Martin noted for the district court
that during his prior prison stints, he had been allowed to work outside of the prison and he had
earned "captain of the yard" status, which required him to be free of any disciplinary issues and
to obtain a certain level of trust from the warden. (Id.)
Idaho Courts recognize that drug addiction and the willingness to seek treatment are
mitigating factors that should counsel a court to impose a lesser sentence. See State v. Nice, I 03
Idaho 89 (1982). In light of the mitigating factors that exist in this case, Mr. Martin asserts that
the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Martin respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate.
DATED this 28 th day of August, 2019.
/ s/ Jason C. Pinder
JASON C. PINTLER
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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